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actually harder for our cyber security
experts to connect the dots and keep us
safe.

These are all reasons why privacy ex-
perts, independent security experts,
and the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity have all warned that CISA’s blan-
ket authorization is a problem.

Earlier this year, the House avoided
this problem when they passed the Na-
tional Cybersecurity Protection Ad-
vancement Act by a vote of 355 to 63.
That information sharing bill only au-
thorizes sharing with the government
through a single civilian hub at the De-
partment of Homeland Security—a
move toward efficient streamlining of
information that is also good for pri-
vacy. But understand that this is the
House of Representatives, 355 to 63,
saying: Let’s make this easier for the
government to have all the informa-
tion in one place.

Finally, CISA fails to adequately as-
sure the removal of irrelevant personal
information. This, of course, is a major
concern. The bill allows personal infor-
mation to be shared even when there is
a high likelihood that the information
is not related to a cyber security
threat. Combined with the bill’s overly
broad definition of ‘‘cyber security
threat,” this basically ensures that pri-
vate entities will share extraneous in-
formation from Americans’ personal
communications. If companies are
going to receive the broad liability pro-
tection this bill provides, they should
be expected to do better than this.

Senator WYDEN has offered an
amendment, which I am proud to be
the cosponsor of, which would require
companies to be more diligent and to
remove ‘‘to the extent feasible” any
personal information that isn’t nec-
essary to identify a cyber security
threat. The ‘‘extent feasible’ is a cru-
cial improvement, but it is hardly
novel; in fact, it is basically the same
standard that is in place today when
information is shared between private
companies and the Department of
Homeland Security. There is no jus-
tification for lowering that standard in
CISA, especially because the bill also
provides companies with significant 1i-
ability protection.

Mr. President, the amendments I
have talked about today, as well as a
number of other pending amendments,
would make CISA a better deal, one
that is significantly more protective of
Americans’ privacy and more likely to
advance cyber security. I want to en-
courage my colleagues to support these
amendments. Without them, I fear
that, however well intentioned, CISA
would do a disservice to the American
people.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I would
just note that the Presiding Officer and
I are on the same schedule, because I
come here a couple of times a week,
but you are here more often than not
when I am speaking. I am sorry. This is
cruel and unusual punishment, I sus-
pect, for you. But I welcome the oppor-
tunity. Thank you for showing up. Oth-
erwise, I would not have a chance to
share these thoughts today with the
folks that are in the Chamber and any-
body else who might have tuned in.

Earlier this year, the Senate actually
took up legislation that was reported
out of the Environment and Public
Works Committee, which was a 6-year
Transportation authorization bill. A
lot of people who don’t work here don’t
realize that for us to spend money—
taxpayer money—in most cases we
have to authorize a program at certain
funding levels. Then we have to come
back and do a second step, and that is
to actually appropriate the money to
spend that has been authorized.

Usually, if we are authorized to spend
$100 in a program, we cannot come in
and just appropriate a lot more money
than that. We have to do it within the
levels set by the authorization bill.

Well, we took up on the floor of the
Senate the Environment and Public
Works Committee’s 6-year Transpor-
tation bill, coauthored by Senator
INHOFE and Senator BOXER, Republican
and Democrat, and reported out of the
committee unanimously. Most people
think we fight about everything. Well,
we don’t. Environment and Public
Works Committee Senators BOXER and
INHOFE have been very good at working
together on these authorization bills.

Now, the authorization bill does not
contain the funding, but it says: These
are our transportation policies, and
this is the level that we think is appro-
priate. But it does not actually fund a
dollar to go to those programs.

Well, over in the House of Represent-
atives today, they got in the act. As I
understand it, the House transpor-
tation committee has reported out—I
think on a voice vote—their own 6-year
authorization bill. This is good. It has
not passed the House yet, but at least
it is out of committee, with apparently
a fair amount of broad support, which
is good.

This is the Senate-passed bill called
the DRIVE Act, reported out by the
committee a couple of months ago and
passed the Senate here more recently.
As you know, we have names for our
bills, such as the names for cars. But
the DRIVE Act, the Senate-passed bill,
the Surface Transportation Reauthor-
ization and Reform Act, has a num-
ber—3763. It is a 6-year authorization
for transportation programs.

Do these bills have any good ideas in
them? Well, they really do. As it turns
out, there is a fair amount of common
ground that these two pieces of legisla-
tion share, the Senate-passed bill and
the bill out of the House committee.

One of them is that there is a new
focus on making freight transportation
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more reliable, more affordable, and
more efficient. When you look at an
outfit called McKinsey & Company, a
big international consulting firm, they
have an entity, an appendage of
McKinsey, that is called the Global In-
stitute. A year or so ago, they opined
that a fully funded, robustly funded
transportation program in the United
States would provide 1.8 million new
jobs in this country—1.8 million new
jobs in this country—and that it would
grow GDP, gross domestic product, by
1.5 percent per year—not just one time,
but per year. Those are pretty amazing
numbers, actually, for me.

Well, one of the things that actually
drives the increase in employment and
the growth in GDP is a more efficient
freight transportation system and one
that actually focuses—as in this legis-
lation—on freight, and not just moving
our cars, trucks, and vans but actually
figuring out how we move freight from
place to place in a more efficient way.

The second area where there seems to
be some agreement is that both pieces
of legislation prioritize—especially the
Senate version—bridge safety and large
facilities of national importance.
Think big bridges; think big tunnels.
We have a bunch of bridges in this
country—I forget what the percentage
is—that are substandard, not safe—
maybe one out of every nine. So take
your choice for the bridges you are
going over. Think about that. One in
nine is deemed to be essentially unsafe.

Both of those bills say: Well, that
ought to be a priority and we would
like to authorize higher spending for
that. These bills focus on clean air
funding and toward some of the most
dangerous sources of emissions—diesel
emissions. A lot of it comes from road-
building—road and highway—and
bridgebuilding equipment that is diesel
powered and puts out harmful emis-
sions.

Actually, our bill in the Senate does
some good things to reduce those emis-
sions while we go about building these
transportation projects. One of the
things that I especially like about our
bill is that it says that eventually we
ought to have an approach to funding
roads, highways, and bridges.

Maybe it should be something that
reflects vehicle miles traveled. We
don’t have that kind of magical system
now. In Oregon, they have been trying
to do it for 10 years. They call it RUC,
a road user charge. They have maybe
5,000 families that are actually using
this. But it is a long way from 5,000
families in Oregon to having a national
system that we can use to come up
with money to pay for roads, highways,
bridges, and transit.

But our Senate-passed bill estab-
lishes research to develop alternative
user fees to replace, maybe eventually,
the gas and diesel tax somewhere down
the line—not next year, probably not
this decade, but somewhere down the
line. I think that should be a growing
part of the source of revenues to pay
for transportation.
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The Senate Dbill even increases—
bumps up not hugely but bumps up a
little bit—the baseline funding and
funding for transportation. I wish it
had been more, but at least it is an ef-
fort to do that. Our next chart is one of
my favorite charts. I have a friend
from Montana, a former attorney gen-
eral, former Governor, former chair-
man of the Republican National Com-
mittee, whose name is Marc Racicot.
Folks from his State like to talk about
cowboys who really are not cowboys.

They have a saying out there. They
say: All hat, no cattle. In this case, we
can have all the transportation author-
ization bills until the cows come home,
but unless we actually fund them, they
are just words on a piece of paper, and
we don’t build a road or a highway or
a bridge or do anything on the transit
side unless we actually fund them. I
don’t know who this guy is, but I love
this poster. All hat, no cattle. That is
where we are right now because we
don’t have agreement on how we are
really going to pay for robustly fund-
ing transportation projects.

There is an idea out there that goes
beyond lousy pay-fors. I think the kind
of stuff goes like this: We steal money
for 10 years out of TSA, instead of
making our skies safer, and we put
that money of 10 years of revenues into
3 months of helping to fund transpor-
tation projects. That is not too smart,
but we do that. Instead of making bor-
der crossings in this country safer,
where folks are trying to get into our
country, we use Customs fees for that
purpose. But instead of using it to
make our border crossings safer and
our ports of entry safer, we put 10 years
of Customs fees collected into 3 months
or so of transportation projects.

We look at the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve, for which we bought the pe-
troleum. We try to buy it low and not
use it very much. But we will see what
we spent in the last couple of years
buying and refilling our Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, at $80, $90, maybe $100
a barrel, and now we are selling it at
basically half of that price.

You are supposed to buy low and then
sell high. That is where you end up
making your profits. What we are
doing with our Strategic Petroleum
Reserve is to buy high, sell low, and
use whatever money we realize to help
pay for some transportation projects—
not a real smart investment strategy.

What Senator DICK DURBIN and I
have introduced is something we called
the TRAFFIC Relief Act. It is an acro-
nym. Tax Relief and Fix the Trust
Fund for Infrastructure Certainty Act
of 2015. Here is the real thing we need
to know about. It raises $220 billion
over the next 10 years. We raise $220
billion in the next 10 years to go into
the transportation trust fund.

If we just want to go, frankly, not to
a level of spending that actually ad-
dresses the problem, then, in fact, we
have our roads, highways, and bridges
get a D-plus. Civil engineers across the
country every year evaluate our trans-
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portation infrastructure. They give us
a D-plus. “D” as in ‘‘dog.” “D” as in
‘““‘dangerous.” “D” as in ‘‘degraded.”
That is when you spend $90 billion a
year, which is maybe contemplated in
the authorization legislation—maybe a
little bit more. We don’t really make
much of a dent in the work that needs
to be done.

What we propose in our legislation is
$220 billion, and we would have $130 bil-
lion for new investments in repairs and
upgrades. I should be able to do some
new projects and make a bigger dent in
the ones that need our attention.

Let’s see what we have in our next
chart. I think there is a fair amount of
support for doing that from what I
hear. Let’s take a look.

We looked at a couple of recent edi-
torials that basically say what day—I
think from these newspapers are from
coast to coast, from North to South,
East to West. Believe it or not, they
say we ought to pay for transpor-
tation—roads, highways, and bridges.
It should be that the user pays to use
the roads, highways, and bridges. They
ought to pay for them. It is what we
have done for years. If we raise the gas
and diesel tax from 1993—22 years ago,
about 18 years ago for the gas tax, 23
cents for the diesel tax—in today’s pur-
chasing power, adjust for inflation. So
the gas tax is worth less than a dime,
not 18 cents, but less than a dime. The
diesel tax is not worth 23 cents, but
less than 15 cents—probably closer to
12 cents.

Here is what some of the people say.
The New York Times says: ‘Highways
Need a Higher Gas Tax.”” They are es-
sentially saying restore the purchasing
power of the gas and diesel tax. All
right? Not add $1, not add 50 cents or 25
cents, but restore the purchasing
power.

USA TODAY says: ‘“‘Raise the gas
tax: Our view.” They also add: ‘‘High-
way funding hijinks: Our view”’—which
actually coincides with mine.

Let’s see if we have any others. The
Washington Post says, and this is a
very recent one: ‘“‘Highway Transpor-
tation Fund needs a permanent and
simple fix.”” Even more recent, edi-
torial board said: ‘‘Congress recklessly
refuses to top up the Highway Trust
Fund.” Then even more recently: ‘‘Con-
gress should fix the gas tax.”

Again, restore the purchasing power
of the gas and diesel tax, not to use it
for extraneous stuff, not to use it for
foreign aid, not to use it for Afghani-
stan or other places around the world,
not to use it for health care, not to use
it for education, but to use it to take
these roads, highways, and bridges that
are deteriorating and actually put the
money, any extra money we generate,
into those. Bangor, ME: “The nation’s
highway fund doesn’t have to continue
to lose ground.”

The Register-Guard—I am trying to
remember where that is. I am not sure
where the Register-Guard is, but it said
“Just raise the gas tax’ in an editorial
in July.
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Again, the Washington Post opined
the same message earlier in January of
this year. Let’s look at that one again.
They said: “With oil prices low, now’s
the perfect time for Congress to raise
the gas tax.” That is what they said in
January of this year.

As it turns out, we did some check-
ing. We found out last week, at 29,000
gas stations across the country, they
are selling gas for less than $2 a gallon.
Think about that: 29,000 gas stations
across America. The gas station in my
neighborhood is at $2.09, and the Wash-
ington Post opined 7 months, 8 months,
9 months ago that “With oil prices low,
now’s the perfect time for Congress to
raise the gas tax.” Actually, gas prices
are about half a dollar lower now than
they were then.

If the Iran agreement is fully imple-
mented, Iran—which now produces
about 200,000 barrels of oil a day—a
year from now they are going to be
producing about 1 million barrels a
day. This suggests to me that a world
already awash in oil might actually
continue to be awash in oil for a while,
so with the low oil prices, I think there
is reason to believe they are not going
to spike back up any time soon.

There are more editorials and head-
lines. The Miami Herald: ‘“Fix our
roads.” Akron Beacon Journal, AKron,
OH: ‘““‘Raise the gas tax and make bet-
ter policy.” The JournalStar, which is
in Nebraska: ‘‘Follow the logic on gas
tax.”

Those are major newspapers across
the country. We have also had some
polling done, not by us, but by the
American Road & Transportation
Builders Association and also by Mi-
neta. Some of us remember Norman
Mineta, former mayor of San Jose, the
Secretary of Transportation who
worked in both the Republican Bush
administration and the Clinton admin-
istration. In these two recent nation-
wide surveys, clear majorities have in-
dicated support for increasing fuel
taxes as a fair way to invest in trans-
portation projects.

This is from the American Road &
Transportation Builders Association:

A Strong Majority Supports Payments to
Keep Up With Inflation

By more than a 2:1 margin, voters support
increased payments directed to upkeep of
the nation’s infrastructure, given the need to
keep up with inflation. About 68 percent to
70 percent support, strongly support, or
somewhat support doing that. We have an-
other recent poll, and these are just rep-
resentative samples. There are others that
are coming out almost weekly now.

The Mineta Transportation Institute
Poll—there is one that gives a variety
of different options in gas tax, sales
tax, and vehicle-miles-traveled fee. The
one that actually gets the most sup-
port is a 10-cent increase with revenue
used just for transportation—not for
any other purpose, just for transpor-
tation—71 percent. I was surprised it
was this high. People want us to fix
their roads, highways and bridges.
They are tired of paying for repairs to
their vehicles.
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The next quote is from the Philadel-
phia Inquirer today. They are talking
to people who read their paper. ‘“The
next time your axle snaps or a tire rim
is bent on a bumpy highway, consider
delivering the broken car parts to your
congressional representatives’’—your
representatives in Congress, your
House Members, and your Senators.

The average amount of money that
we spend on repairs of cars, trucks, and
vans every year that is related to bad
roads and bad bridges is anywhere from
$350 a year to as much as $500 per year.
That is the range there.

I wish to close with sometimes people
say you can’t vote—we can’t vote here
to do this stuff. None of us will ever get
reelected.

Well, wait a minute. How about the
12 States where in the last 2 years they
actually voted to do this stuff. State
highway transportation departments
get about half of their money from the
Federal Government, and they raise
about half of their money locally.
Their major sources of revenues locally
are taxes and user fees on gas and die-
sel.

In 12 States in the last 2 years they
voted to do this. These are mostly red
States because there are more red
States, at least with legislatures and
Governors, than blue. But 95 percent of
the Republican legislatures voted to
raise user fees on gas and diesel in
their States; 95 percent of them were
reelected last fall. They won their pri-
mary; they won their general. They
were reelected.

Who wasn’t elected as much? The
people who voted against doing that.
So the folks who actually voted to
raise the user fees actually were re-
elected more than the people who voted
against it.

On the Democratic side, in the States
where they voted to raise the user fees
to pay just for transportation—not for
anything else—90 percent of the Demo-
crats were reelected. More legislators
were reelected than did not get re-
elected. So just keep that in mind.

I have said enough. The majority
leader is waiting, and I thank him for
his patience, but here is the long story
short: There is a need out there. The
American people expect us to do some-
thing about it. They want us to work
together. We need not just to have a
hat. This can’t be all hat; there has to
be some cattle. Where is the beef?
Where is the money to pay for all of
this stuff?

I will be back next week to talk
about it some more, and I thank the
majority leader for his patience.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

BURMA

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, on
November 8, just a few weeks away, the
people of Burma will hold national
elections. This promises to be a mo-
mentous event for a country many of
us have studied and followed for a very
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long time—in my own case for over 20
years. This is going to be a momentous
election for at least two reasons.

First, for Burma’s citizens—or for
many of them, at least—this election
represents a chance to finally choose
their own leaders, which is, indeed, a
rare occurrence in recent Burmese his-
tory. That is significant in itself, but
there is another reason these elections
are so important, because the manner
in which they are conducted will serve
as a key indicator of the progress of re-
form in that country.

There are some encouraging signs
that the election will be freer and fair-
er than what we have seen in the past.
Unlike recent Burmese elections, for
example, international election observ-
ers have been permitted into the coun-
try. That is an important departure
from the past, and it is encouraging. At
the same time, there have been trou-
bling signs during the election cycle.
Allow me to share a few of them with
you now.

First, the Constitution was not
amended prior to the election. As many
of my colleagues will recall, the Bur-
mese Constitution unreasonably re-
stricts who can be a candidate for
President, a hardly subtle attempt to
bar the country’s most popular opposi-
tion figure from even standing for of-
fice. That is certainly worrying
enough, but the Burmese Constitution
goes even further, ensuring an effective
military veto over constitutional
change—over, for instance, amend-
ments about running for the Presi-
dency by requiring more than three-
fourths parliamentary support in a leg-
islature where the Constitution also re-
serves—listen to this—more than one-
fourth of the seats for the military. So
in order to change the Constitution,
you have to get some military votes
and obviously, so far, that hasn’t hap-
pened.

Allowing appropriate constitutional
changes to pass through the Par-
liament would have represented a tan-
gible demonstration of the Burmese
Government’s commitment to both po-
litical reform and to a freer and fairer
election this November. But when the
measures were put to a vote on June 25,
the government’s allies exercised the
very undemocratic power the Constitu-
tion grants them to stymie the effort.

So what kinds of messages do these
actions send us? They bring the Bur-
mese Government’s continued commit-
ment to democracy into question. If
you were truly committed to democ-
racy, why would you continue a provi-
sion like that, which to most of the
world is simply quite laughable or out-
rageous?

They also raise fundamental ques-
tions about the balloting this fall, in-
creasing the prospect of an election
being perceived as something other
than the will of the people, even if its
actual conduct proves to be free and
fair. It is hard to see how that is in
anybody’s interest.

The second deeply troubling consid-
eration is the apparent widespread, if
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not universal, disenfranchisement of
the Rohingya population. For all the
ill treatment the Rohingya have had to
endure in their history, at least they
had once been able to vote and run for
office in Burma. They voted and fielded
a candidate for office in both the 2010
election and the 1990 election, but,
alas, no more.

Reports indicate that otherwise eligi-
ble Rohingya, more than half a million
of them, have been systematically de-
prived of the right to vote and the
right to stand for election. That poses
another serious challenge to mnext
month’s elections being seen as free
and fair, and there is another serious
challenge I would note as well.

Finally, while media activity in
Burma is far more open than it was be-
fore 2010, there have been troubling
signs that indicate a recent and wor-
rying backslide. In fact, just a few days
ago, news circulated of individuals
being arrested for Facebook postings.

These are very disturbing reports.
Campaigns can be conducted only when
a free exchange of ideas is permitted.
Arresting citizens for free expression
runs directly counter to that idea. It is
at odds with notions of free speech and
democracy, and it seems designed to
send chilling signals to the Burmese
people.

It is clear that Burma faces substan-
tial challenges. From the undemo-
cratic elements in Burma’s Constitu-
tion, to the disenfranchisement of the
Rohingya, to troubling incidents re-
garding the curtailment of citizens’
basic rights, these challenges are sig-
nificant. They need to be addressed.

At the same time, we should not
allow these things to completely over-
shadow what Burma has accomplished.
It has actually come a long way in re-
cent years. There are many positive
things to be built upon as well. In
short, there is still hope for Burma’s
upcoming election.

Thein Sein’s government has an op-
portunity to make these last few weeks
of campaigning as free and as fair as
possible. The Burmese Government can
still hold an election that, despite the
troubling things I mentioned, can be
embraced by Burmese citizens and the
international community alike.

That will mean ensuring these final
weeks of campaigning are as free and
as fair as possible. That will mean en-
suring freedom of expression is pro-
tected.

These are the Kkinds of minimum
goals that Burmese officials must
strive toward in the final weeks of the
campaign season. If the Burmese Gov-
ernment gets this right, if it ensures as
free and fair an election as possible,
with results accepted by competing
parties, the government, and the mili-
tary, that would go a long way toward
reassuring Burma’s friends around the
globe that it remains committed to po-
litical reform and progress in the bilat-
eral relationship. Indeed, both the gov-
ernment and the military have com-
mitted to standing by the election re-
sults.
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